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Abstract
 Since the turn of the century the Ministry of Education, Culture, Sports, Science, and Technology 
(MEXT) has been endeavouring to reform English education in Japan, moving from traditional 
grammar-translation methods (GTM) to approaches including communicative language teaching (CLT). 
Despite this, proficiency levels are not improving, and national targets are not being met. Based on the 
theory that improved self-efficacy begets improved proficiency, an investigation into the effect of 
intercultural communication competency (ICC) instruction (in compulsory university-level English 
classes) on student perceptions of their communicative ability was conducted. The quantitative results of 
the study are reported here. Results showed a statistically significant increase in ‘intercultural 
effectiveness’ (the ability to achieve communication goals when interacting with culturally different 
others), as well as tentative improvements in anxiety and attitudes towards English. 
1. Introduction
 Approximately seven thousand languages are alive in the world today, with a 
large majority of them learned as second languages (Saville-Troike 2006:9, Simons 
and Fennig 2017). The five most commonly spoken languages are (in rank order) 
Chinese, English, Spanish, Arabic, and Hindi. Of these English is the only language 
whose L2 speakers are approaching double that of its L1 speakers (753.3 million and 
379 million respectively, according to Simons and Fennig, 2019) due to the impact 
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of globalisation. English is thus recognized as the world’s lingua franca, with most 
English interactions across the globe being held between non-native speakers (NNS) of 
varying cultural backgrounds - an intriguing concept when considering that ‘language, 
culture, and society are grounded in interaction’ (Schiffrin 1994: 134). This calls for 
a reformation of English as a foreign language (EFL) teaching methods to include the 
now commonplace nature of intercultural interactions.
 It is clear that intercultural communication competency (ICC) should be a vital 
component of the English language classroom. Where many nations have begun 
adopting successful means to improve foreign language learning, Japan is steadily 
dropping in proficiency ranks each year (EPI 2018). English education in Japan, prior 
to university, typically is centred in traditional grammar-translation methods (GTM) 
with the inclusion of foreign teacher input deriving almost exclusively from native 
English speakers (NS).
 Despite proposed reforms (see MEXT 2002, 2003) aiming to deepen international 
understanding (Parmenter and Tomita, 2001) and requiring university graduates to 
be proficient enough to use English at the professional level (Nunan 2003, Kashihara 
2008), Japanese students continue to graduate with English skills well below national 
target levels (The Japan News, 2017), poor ICC (Byram 2008: 43), and low confidence 
in their English abilities. Classroom practices are often criticised for failing to foster 
communicative competence (Butler 2011: 36). Government policies are not being 
effectively implemented, causing Japan’s English proficiency levels to stagnate in the 
lower echelons of ranking systems (Glasgow and Paller 2016). Students’ perceptions of 
their English ability inevitably wane.
 To address this issue, a mixed-methods approach was applied to investigate 
the following research question: can the implementation of an ICC component to a 
university-level English communication course improve students’ perceptions of 
their communicative ability? The hypothesis being tested is ‘Students receiving ICC 
instruction as part of their compulsory English education will display a significantly 
greater improvement in their perceptions of their ability than those who do not.’ This 
paper reports the quantitative results of the investigation.
 To answer the main research question the following subset of questions require 
exploration:
	 (1)  Why would designing and implementing an ICC component be suitable for a 
Japanese classroom?
 (2)  What communication strategies do NNS interlocutors use? How can these be 
integrated into the lessons to improve students’ ICC?
 (3)  Why is it necessary to measure students’ perceptions of their ability? How will 
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this be achieved?
2. Literature Review
2. 1 Definition of Terms
 The directions for the course chosen for this study stipulated a CLT approach. With 
government policy shifting towards CLT approaches to EFL, it is important to have 
clear definitions of what CLT and ICC entail. ‘Communicative competency’ (CC) 
is the underlying aim of CLT. CC is taken here to include three domains: linguistic 
competence (concerning mastery of form and function performance, after Littlewood 
1981; and Larsen-Freeman 1986); socio-linguistic competence (involving appropriacy 
in context and social meaning, after Hymes 1972; Canale and Swain 1980); and 
discourse (covering performance and strategic competence, after Hymes 1972; Canale 
and Swain 1980; Hedge 2000).
 Trenholm (2008: 343) and Shiota and Kalat (2007: 59) define ‘culture’ as the 
environment constructed and interpreted by humans, or as Hofstede (1997) put it ‘the 
software of the mind’ (4) and is inextricable from ‘concepts such as ethnicity and 
nationality’ (Finkbeiner 2008: 131). Intercultural communication is defined by Spencer-
Oatey and Franklin (2009) as when ‘the cultural distance between the participants 
is strong enough to have an effect on interaction that is noticeable to at least one of 
the parties’ (3). Thus, the ‘competence’ aspect of ICC refers to a person’s appropriacy 
and adaptability of behaviour during the intercultural communication process (Celce-
Murcia, Dornyei and Thurrell 1995, Fantini 2006, and Ting-Toomey and Chung 2005).) 
Beamer (1992) defines ICC as ‘being able to generate and respond to communication 
within another culture, and this competence is transferable to more than one culture’ 
(302). It involves changing or growing one’s knowledge, attitudes, and behaviours 
within different intercultural interactions (Taylor 1994; Aired and Byram 2002; and 
Shen 2014).
 Byram (1997) identified four key concepts of ICC which are related to the linguistic, 
sociolinguistic, and discourse competences of CC, allowing for the application of 
linguistic knowledge, meaning, and the discovery and application of strategies to 
navigate through intercultural interactions. It includes the notion that intercultural 
communication should be based on NNS interactions, emphasising the concept of an 
‘intercultural speaker’.
 Chen and Starosta (2000) separate ICC into three domains: cognitive (understanding 
aspects of culture that affect how we think and behave, or ‘intercultural sensitivity’), 
affective (motivation to learn about and appreciate cultural differences, and behavioural 
Table 1
Byram’s (1997) key concepts of ICC
Concept Description
Knowledge
of one’s own culture
of that of the other interlocutor’s country and culture
of interactional processes
Attitudes of curiosity, openness, non-judgement towards others’, and one’s own, behaviours and values
Skills
to interpret interactions from the viewpoint of the other
of discovery through recognition, elicitation, and acquisition of new 
knowledge, especially when one has little to no prior knowledge.
Education involves the development of critical cultural awareness.
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(attaining communication goals within intercultural interactions, or ‘intercultural 
effectiveness’ also investigated by Portella and Chen 2010).
2. 2 ICC and EFL
 The inclusion of the intercultural aspect seems fundamental to bridging the gap 
between established curricula and the requirement for smooth communication between 
cultures proposed by MEXT (2011). ‘Culture cannot be known without a study of 
communication, and communication can only be understood with an understanding of 
the culture it supports’ (Jandt 2004: 29).
 Teaching culture is the foundation of communication (Shen 2014), enabling 
learners to develop adaptability towards culturally different interlocutors and develop 
understanding (Taylor 1994). Esber (2001) argues that the necessity of ICC inclusion 
stems from requiring a two-pronged awareness of international and domestic cultural 
diversity. Paunovic (2013) highlights the prevalence of ICC research outside the 
classroom, and that ‘not enough attention is paid to the needs of L2 learners in formal 
education contexts’ (6).
 Many facets of our daily life (our food-stores, news, and entertainment, and more 
recently social networking) are international; ‘The greater your understanding of 
communication, the richer this experience will be’ (Trenholm, 2008:348). ICC fosters 
an ability to navigate through miscommunication and ambiguities that occur regardless 
of linguistic level. By developing an ethos of sensitivity and respect, the inevitable 
frustration that comes with foreign language learning, and the sense of difficulty and 
‘otherness’ it provokes is diminished.
 One prominent aspect of communicating interculturally is to presume inferiority 
or superiority with regard to the ‘other’. Creating and maintaining stereotypes of 
other cultures can lead the interlocutor to believe that that their way of living and 
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communicating is the right (or wrong) way. By providing the learner with avenues 
to compare their own culture to the diversity that exists in the world, the student can 
explore their own and other cultures with an open mind-set, and ‘come to terms with 
the essential diversity, yet equality, of human society’ (Smith 1987: 177) and the reality 
that diversity embodies, simultaneously abating anxiety and stereotyping.
 Incorporating ICC into lessons ignites awareness of students’ own assumptions that 
underlie their values, attitudes, and behaviours towards other cultures, translating this 
into effective communication with people from backgrounds far different to their own, 
and subsequently nurturing a more capable use of the language skills they have available 
to them. This is particularly pertinent for students in Japan, as O’Connell (2015) 
generalises that ‘the nation as a whole tends towards conservative and stereotypical 
views of the world’ (103).
2. 3 Developing an ICC component.
 The inclusion of ‘culture’ into a syllabus brings with it the complication of not 
knowing where to start or what to include (Corbett 2003). The ICC component should 
utilize an established framework, whilst remaining culturally suitable and answering 
to current education policy.
 To remain in line with MEXT‘s ideal of student-centred learning, emphasis on 
exploration by the student (Rollins 2006: 58) blended with systematic approaches 
to promote structured knowledge, avoid chaotic delivery, and manage class time 
appropriately (Byram 1989) is required. One established model of ICC is Beamer’s 
(1992) model, which divides ICC into five cyclical stages (acknowledging diversity, 
creating stereotypes, challenging stereotypes, analysing information, and encoding 
messages for the other culture) allowing for a systematic foundation for ICC 
development. Byram’s (1997) key concepts act as a set of guiding principles for each 
stage of Beamer’s (1992) framework to effectively incorporate cultural-comparison 
and awareness, and impart carefully selected relevant content (Barnlund 1989; Byram 
and Moran 1994; Catlin and White 1996; Tarasheva and Davcheva, 2001; and Yueh, 
2015). This provides opportunities to practice knowledge, attitudes, and skills, to foster 
discovery, respect and curiosity, and develop the ability to ‘decentre’ (Byram, Nichols, 
and Stevens 2001: 5). For students to better understand the necessity of English (MEXT 
2011), being able to relate linguistic concepts to the ICC component (essentially taking 
the language beyond the textbook) is imperative. Activities should invite thought on 
reducing and refuting stereotypes (Kirschner 2015) and involve experiential training 
(Cushner and Brislin 1996). As Dornyei (2009) puts it ‘In instructed SLA the more 
is not the merrier if it is not focussed’ (42) yet ‘accurate use of linguistic form is not 
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the only, and often not even the most serious, concern with regard to communicative 
effectiveness’ (ibid., 39). In terms of cultural suitability, the ICC component should 
progress from weaker to stronger CLT forms to avoid overwhelming students likely 
harking from GTM backgrounds. 
2. 4 Non-native speaker interactions
 English as a lingua franca (ELF) proponents urge a review of the needs and 
aspirations of increasing numbers of NNS (Paradowski 2008, Seidlhofer, 2007). This 
study emphasises NNS interactions, steering students away from reaching elusive NS 
ideals and towards NNS-interaction awareness, expanding their perspectives to include 
countries that exist within the outer circle of Kachru’s (1985) model of world Englishes.
Figure 1: Kachru’s (1985) Model of World Englishes
Inner Circle 
(USA, UK...) ‘Norm providing’, (the 
‘norm’ is the ‘dominant language’, Gӧ
rlach 1991: 12) 
Outer Circle
(India, Singapore, Malaysia...) ‘Norm 
developing’
Expanding Circle
(Japan, China, Russia...) ‘Norm dependent’
 Many approaches to teaching rely on NS English interactions. These methods fail to 
recognise that most interactions today are between NNS who most likely do not share 
their L1. Bhatia, Flowerdew and Jones (2008) note a lack of corpora containing NNS 
language, driving towards grammatical and structural accuracy. 
 It is no longer necessary to strive towards the elusive NS English, as NNSs continue 
to outnumber NSs (Graddol 1997; Trudgill 2002; Qiong 2004; and Grundy 2008). 
Canagarajah (2006) advises not to focus on NS English, to allow learners to ‘shuttle 
between different communities’ (26). As Jenkins (2009) describes, ‘the English of non-
native speakers may be gaining acceptance in its own right, instead of being considered 
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‘erroneous’’ (40). Klimczak-Pawlak (2014) reiterates that many English speakers 
mistakenly see NS as the ‘norm’, in that those members of Kachru’s (1985) outer and 
expanding circles should be aiming to become a member of the inner circle. ELF needs 
to be considered as a viable option for learners if they are to become proficient in 
English communication, especially when considering native English is a diverse and 
multi-faceted entity (Seidlhofer, 2007). An awareness of NNS interactions and the 
communication strategies specific to them (a field lacking in research, according to 
Tarone and Yule 1987, and Graddol 1997) is necessary. Developing an ICC component 
that aims to improve communication competency between NNS seems more productive 
for Japanese EFL students whose minimal exposure to other nationalities of the target 
language (Finkelstein, Imura and Tobin, 1991, and Kawai 2008) does not guarantee 
them communication purely with NS.
2. 5 NNS strategies
 Plonksy (2011) defines communication strategies as ‘specific practices or techniques 
that can be employed autonomously to improve one’s L2 learning and/or use’ (994). 
Tarone and Yule (1987) conducted an informative study investigating NNS interaction 
strategies. Through task-based activities they discovered the existence of already 
documented strategies (circumlocution, translation, avoidance, abandonment, and 
mime), as well as three additional strategies including repetition, explication, and over-
explicitness. They also noted that strategies such as language switch and appeal to 
authority did not occur, as they usually do within NS-NNS interactions (Ashtari, 2014, 
reported negative NS reactions impeded NNS use of L2).
 Repetition bought thinking time or ensured the listener understood the message. 
Explication was used to explain technical terms unknown to the listener, but ran 
the risk of sounding patronising, thus recommended this strategy to be encouraged, 
yet suitably hedged (Tarone and Yule 1987: 59). Over-explicitness refers to a greater 
amount of detail being found in NNS interactions than those involving NS. The authors 
interpreted this as NNS being unsure of what can be determined as crucial, or stemming 
from the belief that the other NNS may benefit from more information. This could be 
an interesting concept for participants whose culture involves paralinguistic skills such 
as ‘sasshi’ (the ability to guess what a speaker is inferring) and silence (as a politeness 
strategy) (Kim, Ates, Grigsby, Kraker, and Micek 2016).
2. 6 What needs measuring?
 One can identify if ICC inclusion has the potential to improve English proficiency 
scores by monitoring changes in perceptions towards English language learning 
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and ability. According to Oxford (2017) ‘learning…is driven by lived experience…
[and] lived experience changes the way we learn’ (112). Students’ past successes and 
failures in L2 use impact their progression in terms of self-confidence, motivation, 
imagining their future English self, and attitudes towards and beliefs about the target 
language - learner-internal variables influenced by external contexts (Ushioda 2015, 
and Finch 2004). This points towards the concept of self-efficacy in language learning, 
derived from social learning theory (Bandura 1977). Self-efficacy is ‘concerned with 
judgements about how well one can organize and execute courses of action required 
to deal with prospective situations containing many ambiguous, unpredictable, and 
often stressful elements’ (Bandura and Schunk 1981: 587). As researchers shift their 
gaze towards the role of learners’ thoughts and beliefs in learning (Schunk 2003), self-
efficacy becomes a prominent predictor in learner-performance (Raoofi, Tan, and 
Chan 2012) reliant upon variables including anxiety, attitude, imagining your future 
English self, language learning strategies, and motivation.
 ‘It is difficult to achieve much while fighting self-doubt’ (Bandura 1993: 118). Mills, 
Pajares and Heron (2006) state that ‘[individuals] only experience anxiety when they 
believe themselves to be incapable of managing potentially detrimental events’ (279). 
Perceived competence and anxiety are frequently negatively correlated, according to 
MacIntyre, Clément, Dӧrnyei, and Noels 1998). In a quantitative study in Thailand, 
Anyadubalu (2010) determined that self-efficacy directly impacts on English language 
anxiety which invariably affects students’ performance in the English language’ (237). 
 Zheng, Young and Wagner (2009) found that through using a virtual online game 
whereby students communicated with NS, the movement away from memorised 
language and towards freedom within interaction developed positive attitudes towards 
English language learning, directly impacting their self-efficacy. They concluded that 
this approach would be more beneficial for the students in the long-term.
 Markus and Nurius (1986) define ‘future English self’ as ‘individuals’ ideas of 
what they might become’ (954). Dӧrnyei (2005) describes the ideal self as that which 
represents ‘the attributes that a person would like to possess’ (p6), such as ‘I will be 
able to have short conversations about myself with a native speaker’ (Gorsuch 2009: 
529).
 Motivation is affected by attitudes (Okada, Oxford, and Abo 1996) and is intertwined 
with imagining one’s future English self (Dӧrnyei 2005) and successful communication 
(Ushioda 2008: 21). According to Schunk (1991) and Linnenbrink and Pintrich 
(2003), motivation relates to a learner’s personal interest, the utility value of a task or 
concept in the eyes of the student, and value beliefs influenced by their own perceived 
confidence. If motivation ‘to develop a communicative relationship with people from 
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another group’ (MacIntyre 2007: 566), as per MEXT (2011), can be improved through 
ICC instruction, then its measurement is imperative.
 It is pertinent to measure any fluctuations in these variables, as well as intercultural 
effectiveness and intercultural sensitivity, to gain a deeper insight into student 
perceptions on their own communicative ability.
3. Methodology
3. 1 The participants
 The study involved eighty-one first-year students attending a compulsory English 
communication course at a university in Japan. All students were aged 18–19 
and were enrolled on various majors, excluding English. Participants had varying 
experiences of English prior to the start of their course, from compulsory English 
education commencing in elementary school, to studying English voluntarily outside 
of school. A control group and an experimental group consisted of forty and forty-one 
participants respectively. The experimental group received NNS-interaction focussed 
ICC instruction in addition to stipulated syllabus, whereas the control group did not. 
Both groups met with the teacher weekly for a ninety-minute class. 
3. 2 The questionnaire
 A 70-item instrument consisting entirely of closed-ended questions (see Appendix 
I) was administered to both groups at the beginning and end of the semester. The 
instrument consisted of eight scales including: attitudes towards English; beliefs about 
English; motivation to learn English; imagining their future English self; anxiety 
with learning English; communication strategies (after Oxford 1990); intercultural 
sensitivity (after Chen and Starosta 2000); and intercultural effectiveness (after Portella 
and Chen 2010).
 The questionnaire was separated into four parts. Part One consisted of mixed items 
from the first three scales. Part Two consisted of mixed items from the fourth and fifth 
scales. Part Three consisted of mixed items from the sixth, seventh, and eighth scales. 
Parts One and Two utilised a six-point Likert scale response format, as recommended 
by Dӧrnyei and Taguchi (2010: 28) to reduce the tendency, especially within Asian 
cultures, of participants to orient all answers to the centre (‘3’, in the case of a five-
point scale). Part Three used a modified version of Oxford’s (1990) response format, 
altering the scale from a 1–5 choice to a 1–6 choice for the same reason. Part Four 
was dedicated to obtaining quantifiable personal information, placed at the end of the 
questionnaire (Dӧrnyei 2007).
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 Ambiguous wording of items was avoided. Negatively constructed item scores were 
reversed during data input. The scales consisted of a blend of items from Dornyei and 
Taguchi (2010), Oxford (1990), Oxford (2017), Schroeder (2016), Chen and Starosta 
(2000), and Portella and Chen (2010), and a selection of original items.
3. 3 The procedure
 The questionnaire was piloted on a class of twenty students to gauge efficiency of 
delivery, item comprehension, and the time required to administer the questionnaire. 
It took twenty-five minutes to complete from distribution to collection. Each item 
was translated in Japanese in real-time by the researcher, with mistranslations later 
adjusted. The final version of the questionnaire was administered in written English 
with an accompanying Japanese consent form and information sheet. Reassurances 
of anonymity and confidentiality were given in Japanese. Each item was verbally 
translated in class, with participants answering after each translation. This had the 
dual benefit of reducing the risk of participants missing items, and ensuring the item 
wording remained friendly and natural (Dӧrnyei and Taguchi 2010: 40). Should a 
participant later wish to withdraw from the process, the consent forms were collected 
paired with the questionnaires.
 3. 4 Data analysis
 Data were analysed using SPSS, version 23. Cronbach’s Alpha was run to test for 
internal consistency of the scales, resulting in the elimination of all items from ‘Beliefs 
about English’. 
 Prior to applying each analytical technique data were tested for normality. Data 
that were normally distributed (as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test, p>.05, and a visual 
inspection of both histograms and Normal Q-Q plots) underwent parametric testing. 
Where extreme outliers were identified, tests were run twice – including then excluding 
the outliers. The results were compared to identify the influence of the outliers on the 
final results. If no significant change occurred then the results produced from outlier 
inclusion were selected for analysis. 
 Two Pearson’s product-moment correlation tests were applied, assessing between-
scale correlations, and correlations for each scale against the variables ‘school years’ 
(the years spent learning English in school), ‘hobby years’ (the years spent studying 
English voluntarily outside of school) and ‘length abroad’ (the time spent abroad).
 An Independent Samples T-Test assessed each scale against ‘gender’ for each group 
at the beginning and end of the semester. This test also measured differences in scale 
means between groups, between the start and end of the semester. 
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 A One-Way ANOVA was conducted to further determine differences between 
groups for each scale, with Tukey post-hoc analyses performed when relevant. 
Additional One-Way ANOVA tests were run to measure any influence on scale means 
from variables including ‘school years’, ‘hobby years’ and ‘length abroad’, and ‘major’ 
(the major participants were currently enrolled in). Data for those participants whose 
major was Mathematics were excluded from the analysis due to insufficient number of 
participants (n = 2).
 An ANCOVA test was conducted controlling the effect ‘school years’ potentially 
had on the influence of ‘hobby years’ of each scale, passing all assumptions laid out in 
Laerd Statistics (2015).
3. 5 ICC Component Design
 Both the experimental and the control groups used the required textbook “English 
Firsthand Success 4th Edition” (Helgesen, Brown and Wiltshier 2010), following Unit 1 
through to Unit 6. To devise a reliable ICC component a blend of two frameworks and 
two checklists were used. Beamer’s (1992) model of ICC provides a usable overview 
of ICC development. Byram’s (1997) key concepts of ICC were incorporated allowing 
for more focus. Considerations, principles, and strategies of ICC instruction provided 
by Holmes, Bavieri, and Ganassin (2015: 20) and Xue (2014: 1494–1496) were included 
in component development. Lesson activities included roleplays (Rollins 2006), 
emphasized skills over knowledge (Georgieva 2001), were grounded in student-centred 
learning through discussion and research, and aimed to illuminate the necessity of 
English beyond the classroom (MEXT 2011). Activities were devised using a blend 
of original ideas, as well as a selection from Johnson and Rinvolucri (2010: 27) and 
Vincent (2017: pp60–65). Non-mainstream cultures were used to emphasize NNS 
importance and effectively account for English being a world language (Wandel 2003: 
72). Activities consisted of group-based discussion or problem solving (MEXT 2011). 
Although a student-centred approach was employed in both groups, the experimental 
group more frequently discussed new concepts and opinions than the control group, 
thus aiming to: emulate a language learning environment found in educational 
institutions outside Asia; allow students to take control of their learning and develop 
agency (Benson 2011; and Steger 2011); develop NNS communication strategy use. 
3. 6 Instruction
 To promote student-centred learning, classes consisted of students working on set 
tasks in small work-groups (of four to five members), which were switched every unit to 
allow for a rich class dynamic to develop, and to increase the opportunity for unforeseen 
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potential obstacles to arise (such as dealing with lower or higher level speakers, less 
confident speakers, and so forth). To avoid adverse reactions from the participants in 
both groups (Celce-Murcia et al 1995) a small portion of each lesson was dedicated to 
understanding grammar, and function and form. Table 2 provides a brief overview of 
lesson formats.
Table 2
Lesson format per group (in chronological order)
Control Experimental
Warm-up (15 minutes) NNS strategy instruction (15 minutes)
Textbook activity (including grammar and 
form focus) (25 minutes)
Textbook activity (including grammar and 
form focus) (25 minutes)
Task-based activity (25 minutes) ICC-task-based activity (25 minutes)
Research and present project (25 minutes) ICC-based research and present /discuss /debate project (25 minutes)
 In the experimental group strategy instruction was held early on in the lesson and 
applied immediately and persistently both using the textbook and in the ICC section of 
the lesson. (Oxford, 2017: 71 states that ‘freshly learned cognitive strategies were often 
forgotten after strategy instruction [but they] could be transferred to similar tasks as 
long as the transfer was done immediately’). 
4. Results
4. 1 Reliability
 Internal consistency scores for ‘attitude towards English’ (hereafter ‘attitudes’), 
‘motivation to learn English’ (hereafter ‘motivation’), ‘anxiety towards English’ 
(hereafter ‘anxiety’), ‘imagining your future English self’ (hereafter ‘future English 
self’), ‘communication strategies’, intercultural effectiveness’, and ‘intercultural 
sensitivity’ were 0.781, 0.741, 0.828, 0.836, 0.729, 0.723, and 0.708 respectively. The 
scale ‘beliefs about English’ did not exhibit internal consistency higher than 0.683 and 
therefore was disregarded. 
 Descriptive statistics for each scale are given in Table 3, shown as mean ± standard 
deviation. 
4. 2 Correlations
 Parametric procedures to test between-scale correlations were applied, displayed in 
Table 4 below.
 Strong positive correlations (as per Dӧrnyei 2007: 223) exist between ‘attitudes’, 
Table 3
Descriptive statistics for all scales
Scale
Group A M AX FES CS IE IS
Exp1 4.32±.79 4.14±.86 4.06±1.00 2.81± .97 3.66±.57 2.56±.86 4.53±.87
Exp2 4.33±.81 3.88±.97 3.72±1.02 2.96± .78 3.85±.49 3.04±.58 4.52±.81
Con1 3.65±.74 3.92±.80 3.89± .75 3.08±1.04 3.57±.69 3.04±.96 4.08±.85
Con2 3.96±.90 3.90±.91 3.99±1.00 2.99± .97 3.72±.65 3.08±.82 4.64±.80
Note: N = 41, 39, 40, and 37 participants for Exp1, Exp2, Con1, and Con2 respectively. A = 
Attitudes towards English, M = Motivation to learn English, AX = Anxiety towards English, 
FES = imagining your future English self, CS = Communication Strategies, IE = Intercultural 
Effectiveness, IS = Intercultural Sensitivity.
Table 4
Correlations between each scale: Pearson’s product-moment correlation
Scale
Scale M AX FES CS IE IS
A .655** −.080  .380** .494** .308** .407**
M .062   .374** .350** .247** .420**
AX −.303** −.190* −.364** −.041
FES .514** .580** .291**
CS .479** .499**
IE −.003  
**p < 0.01,  *p < 0.05
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‘motivation’ (r = .655, p < 0.01), ‘communication strategies’ and ‘future English self’ (r 
= 5.14, p < 0.01), and ‘intercultural effectiveness’ and ‘future English self’ (r = .580, p 
<0.01).
 Scores for each scale with variables ‘school years’, ‘hobby years’, and ‘length abroad’ 
were normally distributed, yet exhibited weak correlations for each variable (−.15 to + 
.15) with no statistical significance.
4. 3 Independent Samples T-test
 Two sets of T-tests were run, with the first analysing differences in scale means 
for each group both pre- and post-instruction. Levene’s test for equality of variances 
showed homogeneity of variances for each scale (p = .78, p = .46, p = .14, p = .84, 
p = .86, p = .72, and p = .58 for ‘attitudes’, ‘motivation’, ‘anxiety’, ‘future English 
self’, ‘communication strategies’, ‘intercultural effectiveness’, and ‘intercultural 
sensitivity’ respectively). Results are given as mean ± standard deviation, unless stated 
differently. The first tests yielded a statistically significant difference in ‘intercultural 
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effectiveness’ for the experimental group for pre-instruction (M = 2.56 ± .86) and post-
instruction (M=3.03 ± .58), t (78) = 2.91, p = .005, d = 0.64. The same test analysed pre- 
and post-instruction scale mean scores for the control group, revealing a statistically 
significant difference in ‘intercultural sensitivity’: M = 4.08 ± 0.85 and M = 4.65 ± .80 
respectively, t (75) = − 3.01, p = 0.004, d = 0.69. Both results show a medium effect size, 
as per Cohen (1977). 
 A second T-test assessed ‘gender’.
Table 5








 A statistically significant difference was found in ‘attitudes’ between males in the 
experimental group and in the control group pre-instruction: M = 4.34 ± .86 and M = 
3.72 ± .66 respectively, t (48) = 2.86, p = .006, d = 0.81. The same was found for females, 
M = 4.29 ± .69 and M = 3.54 ± .85 for the experimental and control group respectively, 
t (29) = 2.72, p = .011, d = 0.97. Pre-instruction, females also exhibited a statistically 
significant difference between experimental and control groups for ‘intercultural 
sensitivity’, M = 4.64 ± .92 and M = 3.81 ± 1.00 respectively, t (29) = 2.39, p = .024, 
d = 0.86. Post-instruction mean scores, however, exhibited no statistically significant 
difference. 
 Experimental and control group males exhibited no significant statistical difference 
for all scale means between pre- and post-instruction. Experimental group females, 
however, showed a statistically significant difference between pre- and post-instruction 
for ‘intercultural effectiveness’, M = 2.42 ± .76 and M = 3.03 ± .47 respectively, t (28) 
= −2.67, p = .012, d = 0.97. Control group females showed a statistically significant 
difference between pre- and post-instruction for ‘intercultural sensitivity’, M = 3.81 ± 
1.00 and M = 4.63 ± .79 respectively, t (29) = 2.53, p = .017, d = 0.91.
4. 4 One-Way ANOVA
 A One-Way ANOVA test was run to determine further differences between groups 
for each scale, both pre- and post-instruction. There was homogeneity of variance as 
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assessed by Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p = .75, p = .81, p = .39, p = .50, 
p = .48, p = .58, p = .76 for ‘attitudes’, ‘motivation’, ‘anxiety’, ‘future English self’, 
‘communication strategies’, ‘intercultural effectiveness’, and ‘intercultural sensitivity’ 
respectively). 
 Mean scores for ‘attitude’ between all four groups (experimental pre- and post-
instruction, and control pre- and post-instruction) was statistically significant, F (3, 
153) = 6.62, p < .001, ω2 = 0.096, as were the score for ‘intercultural effectiveness’, F 
(3, 153) = 3.70, p = .013, ω2= 0.049, and ‘intercultural sensitivity’, F (3, 153) = 3.55, p = 
.016, ω2 = 0.046. Tukey post-hoc analyses revealed no statistical significance in mean 
increases for ‘attitudes’ but did reveal a statistically significant increase in ‘intercultural 
effectiveness’ pre- and post-instruction means for the experimental group, M = 2.56 
± .86 and M = 3.03 ± .58 respectively, p = .047. Tukey post-hoc tests also revealed 
that for ‘intercultural sensitivity’, the significance in mean increases existed between 
the control group pre- and post-instruction scores, M = 4.08 ± 0.85, and M = 4.64 ± 
080 respectively, p = .017, supporting the findings of the second Independent-samples 
T-test. 
 Additional One-Way ANOVA tests were run to assess the influence of other variables 
on scale means, including ‘major’, ‘length abroad’, ‘school years’, and ‘hobby years’, 
but no statistical significance was found. 
4. 5 ANCOVA 
 An ANCOVA test was conducted with ‘hobby years’ as the categorical independent 
variable, and ‘school years’ as the continuous covariate, assuming that the latter 
influences the effect of the former on each scale mean (the continuous dependent 
variable). Assumptions of independence of observations were passed. All scales passed 
assumptions of linearity. There was homogeneity of regression slopes as the interaction 
term was not statistically significant, F (4, 145) = 1.342, p = .257, F (4, 145) = 1.01, 
p = .404, F (4, 145) = 1.10, p = .361, F (4, 145) = 1.62, p = .173, F (4, 145) = 1.12, 
p = .356, F (4, 145) = .948, p = .438, and F (4, 145) = .414, p = .414 for ‘attitudes’, 
‘motivation’, ‘anxiety’, future English self’, ‘communication strategies’, ‘intercultural 
effectiveness’, and ‘intercultural sensitivity’ respectively. Standardised residuals were 
normally distributed for all scales, as assessed by Shapiro-Wilk’s test, (p > 0.05) with 
the exception of ‘intercultural effectiveness’ which was subsequently removed from 
further analysis. There was homoscedasticity, as assessed by a visual inspection of the 
standardised residuals plotted against the predicted values. There was homogeneity of 
variance, as assessed by Levene’s test of homogeneity of variance (p = .685, p = .482, p 
= .647, p = .326, p = .514, p = .05 for ‘attitudes’, ‘motivation’, ‘anxiety’, ‘future English 
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self’, ‘communication strategies’, and ‘intercultural sensitivity’ respectively).
 After adjustment for the covariate ‘school years’ there was a statistically significant 
difference in the groupings for the length of time studying English as a hobby and 
‘attitude’, F (4, 149) = 2.90, p = .024, η2 = .072. Post-hoc tests revealed adjusted means 
to be statistically significantly greater for participants who had studied English as a 
hobby for seven to ten years, than those who had never studied English as a hobby, M 
= 3.98 ± .096 and M = 4.79 ± .26 respectively, p = .034. After adjustment, a statistically 
significant difference was not found for ‘motivation’, ‘anxiety’, ‘future English self’, 
‘communication strategies’, or ‘intercultural sensitivity’.
5. Discussion
 The descriptive statistics in Table 3 show both groups experienced a slight increase 
in scores for ‘attitudes’, suggesting that participants developed increased positive 
orientations towards learning English regardless of the instruction received. Despite 
this, motivation scores decreased slightly for both groups. Learner fatigue perhaps 
played a role – the second round of questionnaires was delivered in the week prior to 
test preparation, at a point where students are feeling pressure to perform which may 
have had a peripheral influence on the scores for this scale. To further investigate the 
effects of the ICC component on learner motivation a longer study is required allowing 
for the opportunity to gather three or four sets of data to identify when fluctuations in 
motivation occur. As MEXT (2011) underlines, students’ motivation and understanding 
the necessity of English are intertwined. Students perhaps desired more clarification 
surrounding lesson objectives and purpose, and subsequently the value of both (as per 
Linnenbrink and Pintrich, 2003)
 The experimental group show a decrease in anxiety towards English, whereas the 
control group increased slightly. Despite not being statistically significant, this sparks 
hope that the experimental group began to perceive themselves more competent 
(McIntyre et al, 1998) and more capable of managing ambiguous or difficult 
communication (Mills et al 2006), thereby improving self-efficacy (Bandura and 
Schunk, 1981). It additionally helps refute the notion that CLT is culturally unsuitable 
for Japanese students (Burrows 2008, and Maftoon and Ziafar, 2013), and therefore 
warrant further investigation.
 The experimental group showed a significant increase in ‘intercultural effectiveness’, 
whereas the control group scores significantly increased for ‘intercultural sensitivity’. 
Independent Samples T-tests and One-way ANOVA tests confirmed these increases, 
with further analysis attributing this to the female population of the sample (with large 
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effect sizes), suggesting that gender plays a prominant role in improving facets of ICC. 
 When considering why the control group experienced a significant increase in 
‘intercultural sensitivity’ despite receiving no ICC instruction, an inspection of 
scale items provides some insight. ‘Intercultural effectiveness’ items oriented more 
towards communicative skill, and ‘intercultural sensitivity’ more towards beliefs about 
culturally different interlocutors (reflecting the cognitive and affective domains put 
forth by Chen and Starosta, 2000). Within the control group, perhaps the lack of explicit 
instruction regarding culturally different others enhanced curiosity, especially if it was 
their first time interacting with a foreign teacher. Although this is true also of the 
experimental group, these participants were provided with more access to information 
about other cultures as well as being invited to develop and deepen their opinions 
regarding culturally related tasks. This may have served to foster a sense of familiarity 
(or unease as previously held beliefs of themselves and others were persistently 
dislodged throughout the course). Again, further investigation with a larger sample 
size and lengthier time-frame is required to adequately test these theories.
 The items within the ‘intercultural effectiveness’ scale are closely tied with NNS 
communication strategies identified by Tarone and Yule (1987). For example, item 58 
relates to explicitness and over-explication. Item 38 is connected to the strategies of 
requesting more information, clarification, and repetition. ‘Communication strategies’ 
and ‘future English self’ were strongly positively correlated, as were ‘future English 
self’ and ‘intercultural effectiveness’ suggesting that as scores for one increases, 
scores for the other does too. Thus, to better students’ perceptions of their ability 
(and subsequently their performance in examinations), EFL teaching methods should 
include ICC and NNS strategy instruction, aiding the progression towards producing 
students who are both confident and competent interlocutors with increased motivation 
levels (as per Dӧrnyei 2005), thereby both serving students and answering to policy. 
6. Conclusion
 This research aimed to identify if an ICC component to an existing English 
communication course could improve students’ perceptions of their communicative 
ability. The data revealed that ICC instruction was particularly effective for female 
participants in terms of intercultural effectiveness, and provided a clear positive 
connection between this, communication strategies, and imagined future English 
identities, pointing to ICC and NNS-strategy instruction being an effective method to 
improve students’ perceptions of their English ability. The links between communication 
strategies and developing ‘future English selves’ and their influence on ‘intercultural 
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effectiveness’, and the tentative improvements in attitudes and anxiety warrant further 
investigation with a larger participant size and longer time-frame.
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Appendix I: Questionnaire Items
1. I like the atmosphere of my English class.
2. I should avoid making mistakes in English.
3. I would like to study English even if I were not required to do so.
4. I look forward to my English class.
5. I must memorize all vocabulary to become a good speaker.
6. If my teacher gave the class an optional assignment, I would do it.
7. I find learning English interesting.
8. It is important to use grammar smoothly in conversation.
9. I would like to spend more time studying English.
10. I really enjoy learning English.
11. I should understand everything a speaker says.
12. I want to participate actively in class.
13. It is best to speak only after I have perfected what to say.
14. I am working hard to study English.
15. I should aim to speak like a native speaker.
16. I would like to continue studying English even if I don’t attend a course.
17. It is not helpful for me to speak with non-native speakers.
18. I am prepared to expend a lot of effort in learning English.
19. I get nervous and confused when I am speaking English.
20. I can imagine myself living abroad and having a discussion in English.
21. I would feel uneasy speaking with a native speaker.
22. Whenever I think of my future career, I imagine myself using English.
23. I am afraid of sounding stupid in English if I make mistakes.
24. I am worried native speakers would find my English strange.
25. I can imagine a situation where I am speaking English with native speakers abroad.
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26. I would feel uneasy speaking English with a non-native speaker.
27. I feel nervous sharing my opinions and experiences in English.
28. I can imagine a situation where I am speaking English with non-native speakers.
29. I am worried non-native speakers would find my English strange abroad.
30. I am confident I would understand a non- native speaker.
31. I can imagine myself using English with native speakers in Japan.
32. I am confident I have a good ability to learn English.
33. I can imagine myself using English with non-native speakers in Japan. 
34. I feel ashamed if someone corrects my mistakes in front of others.
35. I am confident I would understand a native speaker.
36. I guess the meaning of unknown words from the contexts of the speech.
37. I respect the ways people from different cultures behave.
38. I am able to ask and answer questions effectively when interacting with people from different cultures. 
39. While I listen, I often check if the information is making sense to me.
40. I think my culture is better than other cultures.
41. I have problems with grammar when interacting with people from different cultures.
42. I respect the values of people from different cultures.
43. I always feel a sense of distance with my culturally different counterpart during our interaction.
44. I summarize (in my head or in writing) important information that I have heard.
45. I pay attention to my pronunciation to try to sound as clear as possible.
46. When I speak, I put the stress on important words (speak them louder or for longer time).
47. I enjoy the cultural differences between myself and people from other cultures.
48. I often miss parts of what is going on when interacting with people from different cultures.
49. Although I know my English is not perfect, I speak up when I have something meaningful to say.
50. During class discussions, I listen attentively to what my classmates say in order to join the conversation.
51. I am open-minded to people from different cultures.
52. I know how to convey a word or phrase I don’t know.
53. I find it easy to talk with people from different cultures.
54. I often get discouraged when I am with people from different cultures. 
55. I know what to do if someone doesn’t understand what I have to say.
56. I feel comfortable clarifying what someone has said.
57. I often feel useless when interacting with people from different cultures.
58. I am able to express my ideas clearly when interacting with people from different cultures.
59. I don’t like to be with people from other cultures.





65. What do you study at university?
66. Have you been overseas? 
67. Why did you go overseas?
68. How long did you stay overseas?
69. When did you start studying English in school? 
70. How long have you studied English outside of school?

